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Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Faculty of the College of Liberal Arts
November 19, 2020
12:30 via WebEx
Presiding: Paul Reich, President of the Faculty
Recording minutes: Jennifer Queen, Vice President of the Faculty/Secretary
Members in attendance: Aggarwal; Althuis; Anderson; Armenia; Balak; Balzac; Barnes;
Barreneche; Bernal; Boles; Boniface; Brannock; S. Brown; V. Brown; Cannaday; Carnahan; J.
Cavenaugh; Charles; Cheng; Chong; G. Cook; Cooperman; Cornwell; Coyle; Crozier;
Davidson; D. Davison; Dennis; Douguet; Elva; Fetscherin; Fokidis; Forsythe; Framson; M.
Fuse; Garcia; Gerchman; Gilmore; Grau; Greenberg; Guevara Pinto; Habgood; Haddad;
Haines; De. Hargrove; Harper; Harris; Harwell; Heileman; Hewit; Hope; Houndonoughbo;
Houston; Hudson; Johnson; Jones; KC; Kiefer; Kistler; Kline; Lewin; Libby; Luchner; Manak;
Maskivker; Mathews; McLaren; McLaughlin; Mohr; Montgomery; Moore; Mosby;
Murdaugh; Musgrave; Myers; Newcomb; Nichter; Niles; Nodine; Painter; Park; Parsloe;
Pett; Pieczynski; Poole; Prosser; Queen; Ray; Reich; Robertson; Robinson; Roe; Roos;
Rubarth; Santiago Narvaez; Sardy; Schoen; Sinclair; Singer; St. John; P. Stephenson; Stone;
Summet; Sutherland; Svitavsky; Tatari, Teymuroglu; Tillmann; Tome; VanderPoppen;
Vidovic; Voicu; Warnecke; Wei; Williams; Wunderlich; Yankelevitz; Yellen; Yu; R. Zhang; W.
Zhang; Zimmerman
Guests: Nancy Chick; Kaitlyn Harrington; Stephanie Henning; Toni Holbrook; Karla Knight;
Rob Sanders; Kyle Bennett; Giselda Beaudin
Meeting called to order at 12:31pm.
I.

Approval of Minutes from October 29th, 2020 CLA Meeting
a. Paul Reich asked for approval of the minutes as circulated.
b. WebEx Poll Question: Do you approve the October 29th minutes? 83 yes votes, 1 no
votes, 5 abstentions. Minutes are approved.

II.

Announcements
a. Robert VanderPoppen announced that faculty will be receiving a survey on campus
religious diversity and identifying resources for teaching interfaith dialogue in
inboxes shortly after the Thanksgiving holiday. Reverend Jenkins and her interfaith
working group would greatly appreciate your participation so be on the lookout for
that survey .
b. Missy Barnes announced that Reverend Katrina Jenkins has begun a program
mindful moments based on information learned while attending a One Breath
conference this summer. The link was put in the chat
(https://www.rollins.edu/religious-spiritual-life/mindful-moments.html) and you
can go check it out. She would love to talk more with anybody who's interested
because probably some of you have not yet taken a breath today.

c. Susan Singer announced that there were some questions about peer mentors and
RAS that might be traveling over Thanksgiving outside the scope of Our travel
policy. We're working very closely with Student Affairs to come up with a good, safe
resolution. Today, the CDC came out with an even stronger message about
Thanksgiving travel asking everybody to stay home, to not travel, to not go to large
gatherings and we are certainly working diligently on that front with all of our
students. It might be worth taking a look as you're considering your own plans as
well.
III.

Reports
a. Tenure & Promotion Service Committee Report (see attached). Bill Boles reporting.
i. Bill presented a PowerPoint (see attached) and he and various committee
members fielded questions.
Q: The recommendation related to leadership and going up for a full suggested,
chairing a college committee or task force. Does this mean that leadership does
not include service to the community or profession?
A: That’s definitely a possibility also. Departments could create criteria that
reflect that if they feel there is a limited number of opportunities.
A: The definition of leadership and whether or not it was a requirement was a
point of contention between members of the committee.
Q: Could someone please speak to the widely held perception that service
requirements are much larger in theater, music and education all of which
require so much field work.
A: We did talk a little bit about. Especially we talked about music and their
slightly different situation because of their funding that they have, the
scholarships they have available, the student recruitment they so and the work
they do in terms of the community.
Q: Was there was there any kind of discussion about a distinction between
requiring leadership for tenure and promotion to Associate versus including it as
a criteria for promotion to full Professor?
A: Yes, we did. Because leadership is often defined in our criteria as chairing a
governance committee and those positions require tenure to serve, we discussed
how it was only appropriate to include leadership and a requirement for T&P to
Associate if you provided a definition that contains a feasible pathway.
A: We discussed at length the definition of what leadership looks like. Especially
with the growth of the faculty and the consolidation of committees, the old,
cultural standard (albeit maybe the implicit standard) has been that they have to
chair a committee is simply not possible sometimes, even at the Associate level.
It's a democratic process to get onto a committee and then be selected as chair
so that’s probably an unrealistic expectation.
Q: We've noticed in the COACHE data that there are definitely some differences
in perception of different aspects of our job based on breakdowns of gender,
rank, faculty of color, etc. In light of the COACHE data, did you all breakdown
those percentages based on faculty rank, diversity, or gender?
A: No. Ours was just a hard and fast, quick sense of the faculty. We had been
talking anecdotally, and we wanted to get a sense of the faculty.

Q: I am surprised that the service component is viewed as 20% or below by most
of us given that the student advising generally falls under service along with all
of our other service duties and many departments in addition to faculty
governance that really is. Is the idea that I'm supposed to be spending 20% of
my time on service, or is it that it's only 20% of whether, or not I'm doing my job
well. What do those percentages really mean?
A: I think it goes to the value that we think our committees or departments place
on those requirements for tenure and promotion. Think back to those midcourse meetings, FEC meetings, CEC meetings where the majority of the
discussion about your going up for promotion and tenure was about teaching.
More than most of your time is about teaching and then scholarship and then
maybe you had a question or 2 about service. I think that we're finding that
there's a disconnect. We place a great deal of importance on advising and on
governance but in terms of when we actually critique each other on that part
gets a short shrift. Perhaps there needs to be a cultural change at Rollins in
terms of how we address this.
A: Our survey should really be taken with a grain of salt. It's not comparable in
any way to the COACHE survey. It was whipped up quickly to take the
temperature of the faculty. If we want to investigate this further, it would be
good to gather additional data, so that we're talking about something more
substantive in the, especially with the percentages.
Q: Would paid work count for faculty service? Specifically, if you are chair, yes, it
is service, but you are also getting paid to do it.
A: You actually hit on an element that is a point of contention among the faculty.
Some would say if you are running RCC and getting a course release and/or
being paid to do it, then no it is not service. Others would say that it is. This is
unresolved.
Q: In regard to the leadership definition, the psychology department had a
lengthy conversation about the word “leadership,” and we struggled to define it,
which is ironic given a part of our field studying leadership. Where we landed in
our criteria of just sort of saying evidence of continued commitment to the
college and beyond. No specific definitions. Just an FYI, the people for whom this
is part of our scholarship disagreed about this issue.
A: It might help to know that we created an Excel sheet that listed every single
department and all of these elements. We’re talking in the aggregate here, but
we really did look at every single department and write down the language they
use to describe service and that's how we did our comparison work. We took
into account all of those smaller things as a committee; they just might not have
appeared in our summary.
Q: Would this faculty ever consider making advising its own criteria for tenure
and promotion?
Q: That question is very aligned with the Gallup research which reminds us that
some of the most impactful relationships that students have in college is being
mentored by their faculty advisors. It's more influential, life changing, and
direction setting than courses or than research papers. Your relationship with
your students and how they're changed by that relationship is really the most

important thing that happens here, and I do think that it gets bracketed in a way
that doesn't reflect that when you situate advising just as another form of
service. Advising is mentoring and mentoring is where the Rollins value
proposition lies.
A: This question occupied quite a bit of our time and discussion in the
committee meetings, but we decided that it lie outside the scope of this
particular committee to make a recommendation at this particular time given
that we don't have a mechanism by which we can evaluate advising. We talked
about a different models that we could use, and we know that there's a body of
scholarship that's currently emerging within teaching and learning that would
allow us to do it. It just was something the committee was really interested in,
but we've got a couple of steps to get there before we are able to make that kind
of move. We need to figure out where we want to place advising whether it's a
teaching or whether it's in service and come up with a consistent model of that
and then figure out a proper way to evaluate that that feels fair and that
acknowledges sort of the various components of advising because it's about
mentoring. There's a distinction between course and course planning and we
need to find ways to appreciate and recognize this as something that is taking up
an enormous amount of our time and that we know is so valuable.
A: I think that we've talked about this in connection with our discussion of
leadership and do we really want everybody to be a leader? I shared an example
of a committee that I was on early in my career at Rollins ]where someone was
forced to be a leader and refused to do anything as the chair of the committee.
And so the committee didn't do anything, because the person didn't want to be
in the leadership position. So, I feel a little bit hesitant and I think that I've had
conversations with others that feel a little bit hesitant about adding a 4th thing
to our assessment. One thought might be to think about leadership and advising
or mentoring as part of service, elevate the value of both, and, maybe, not say
that we need to be doing all of these things well. Instead, we could recognize
that some people are spending enormous amounts of time on advising and some
people are spending enormous amounts of time on leadership and both could be
encapsulated better in the way we evaluate service.
Q: We spent two of our EC meetings talking about this report and the question
about where advising gets “placed” occupied a good part of our time. One of the
arguments for permanently locating advising within service was that it would
elevate that category of “service.” and make sure that it did get appropriately
counted. When we have advising in teaching, we know that teaching is the thing
that’s going to be focused on during CEC meetings. People are going to be talking
about courses, talking about teaching, talking about observations. Advising is
the thing that will be mentioned at the very last moment and not sufficiently
discussed if it is a part of teaching, but if you could locate advising in service, that
that would be a way to elevate that that 3rd pillar in a way that would make it
more meaningful.
A: We did have a lot of anecdotal conversation, but in that meeting a person who
was recently tenured shared that they were asked to not spend quite so much
time talking about their advising under service in their tenure meeting. This was

one of those places where the committee had some disagreement, because I'm
not convinced that putting it advising under service automatically lifts up
service. Many people have already been putting it under service. When I went up
for tenure, we talked about service for 2 and a half minutes at the very, very end.
It was no fault of anyone's it just how it happened given the conversation. But I
talked about my advising in my service and that didn't raise up my service to be
some critical element. We’ve heard some things about how we might evaluate
advising, but we're not evaluating service in any distinctive, measurable,
objective way. And, so would advising be all that different? There are other
colleges who are evaluating advising, and maybe it's worth that conversation
before we make the decision that it can't happen that way or that it's not
possible this way. I think that's where our committee landed . Remember we
finished this during the beginning of COVID, and so for us the end of this was,
there's lots of conversation left to be had; there are lots more recommendations.
We shouldn't see this as a period this is a dot dot dot. If there are some folks
interested in carrying on the conversation about where advising lives, and also
how we value and raise up that hard work and that important mentorship work,
I’d be really open to having these conversations.
Q: Assessing is not easy. Should we be assessing something poorly? Should we
add another criteria that we can also assess nebulously? Or maybe, echoing an
earlier comments that there are places that are looking at and there is a growing
literature about how we assess, that we would need to visit to develop this
conversation.
Q: Holt has a different advising model that does not involve faculty. That
certainly needs to be considered for any departments that have a heavy Holt
load. Similarly, in CLA, librarians typically do not advise.
Q: How do you predict or control how much mentoring you will be doing
semester to semester?
Q: There was pushback years ago, that we didn't do enough to train capable
advisors, ergo we shouldn't evaluate our colleagues without proper training.
We've really address that issue a lot through R-compass and all our advising
workshops and mentoring programs. Maybe it is time to start having a
conversation about how we would assess advising and where it would go.
Q: Where would community, state, and national leadership roles fit into this
whole conversation about leadership? It was interesting to see the conversation
shift from being about chairing a committee to being about “what is leadership.”
We have faculty that are out there leading in the community and being very
influential bridging the Ivory tower and the community and that’s very valuable
to Rollins. Others are influencing state and national decision making whether
it’s through professional societies or other venues. This shines such a bright
beacon for Rollins and I just didn’t hear it as part of the conversation.
A: I think that is something that you make at the department level We need a
department criteria, has that kind of flexibility in how they define service, but it's
a conversation between the CEC and the candidate. We did find that some
departments are very specific about wanting that kind of community

engagement. It's part of their mission statement, so some departments do have
that as a component in their criteria.
A: About advising, while the idea of having a 4th criteria might be interesting, I
think there's a whole bunch of issues with bylaws that would need to be
changed. That's an issue. Holt is an issue because some faculty don't do that
advising. We create more problems than we solve. And considering that the
vast majority of documentation in the bylaws already places advising in service.
There's only 1 little sentence for teaching. I think we already know where it
belongs. Department criteria of 22 department clearly show where it is, as well
as all benchmark groups. Maybe I would like to emphasize what we can
measure. Performance in terms of teaching, we can measure. Pretty much the
research, but there's really nothing well measured how we do advising. 1st, we
cannot really measure it and the 2nd is there's not much reward. We have
teaching awards; we have teaching releases. We have research rewards, the
Bornstein award, but there's really no reward given for advisors. That goes
hand in hand with, we should 1st come up with some kind of measurement
system. It doesn't need to be complicated. Maybe 1 or 2 questions at the end of
the semester, they end of advising week. At least we have some data, and then
maybe a reward system, which faculty can then use when they make the case for
tenure & promotion. They could say that they won that award or that grant.
This would enable everybody to also emphasize the importance of it.
A: I can just circle back to the comment about external community and national
service. It's something we considered. What you're speaking to is sort of part of
this cultural change that we want to see happen. We have or had maybe an
implicit cultural norm, that in order to go for promotion & tenure that you had to
serve on a standing committee. We're trying to unravel that and push back
against that. Also, college service serving on committees is probably as viewed
as be more important and more essential that maybe serving an outside
organization on a national level. That's part of the 2nd stage of the conversation
that we need to have is, what are we valuing? Are we giving individuals
permission to maybe pull back on their departmental or college service in order
to serve as board members, community bridge builders, and those kinds of
things. That needs to happen shift and culture and as we revise the terms of
leadership and community engagement.
Q: What do we mean by advising? Do we think of advising as mentorship or do
we think of advising as scheduling? Do we think advising includes scholarship
with students, for example, over the summer? Or do we think that advising is
limited to more housekeeping like class scheduling?
A: Our bylaws defined advising as the housekeeping aspect of it, but I think that
if you look at the survey that we did, the majority of what we consider our
advising and mentorship goes far beyond. Our criteria in the bylaws caught up
to the, our culture of appreciative advising that we're now doing. I don't know
when this made this service criteria may be originally from the ninety's. When
the bylaws were created, I don't remember us having a discussion about
updating service criteria.

Q: Far more mentoring outside of the context of advising than within. I even do a
lot of mentoring with people that are not my advisees formally. They come to
my office and seek or need emotional support or talk about grad school because
they heard that I went to grad school. It's more of an informal process than we
may want to admit at certain points.
Q: Our students (us as former students) remember our mentors. Mentoring
doesn't really take place during this frantic week when people are trying to
figure out what they're taking the classes. Maybe a little taste of mentoring.
Mentoring takes place when students come in and talk to you in your office, or
are you are there, you're helping them solve a problem or, you know, you are
talking about careers. And honestly, if we want to incorporate that and assess it,
then we should actually figure out how we want to integrate it into our process,
and quite honestly, I think integrating into our process would be better served
not to have it during those advising meetings. I think it would be to have more
informal mentoring interactions with individual students but that would require
a cultural shift.
A: I think that what we could do is like when you go to the car dealership, and
after they process your car, they send you a text asking you to evaluate the
experience you had just had. We could do that once you have a meeting with a
mentoring student for the student, you just send them a text. They, they rate you
and then we can keep that. That'd be a good way.
JQ: I hate those texts.
Q: Departments should determine what good advising is and set criteria since
things like mentoring and advising could be disciplined specific. And it would be
hard to sort of create overarching rules or norms that all departments
could/would follow. That that might dilute some of the subtleties that exist
between disciplines.
Q: It sounds like there's a consensus that a cultural shift is desired, and I want to
echo that earlier comment that this report was a dot dot, dot, and not a period.
And now we in governance need to maybe think about how, and where to make
that happen.
PR: EC has already tasked FAC and they are working Dean Cavenaugh to make
the structural changes that the committee recommended, and we'll follow up
maybe with Dean Barreneche to talk about advising evaluation. And certainly,
that's going to have to go to the departments as well. We'll keep on this and
reengage with you all to later on. I want to thank the committee again, for all of
your hard work on this. You all spent the last year on it and we really appreciate
that work and all of your effort on that. So, thank you very much for that for all
of your efforts, and for coming here today to share them with us. So really
appreciate all your service work.
b. Executive Committee. Paul Reich reporting.
i. Paul provided a brief update on the Associate Dean of Advising Search. The
Search Committee—comprised of Paul Reich; the EC divisional reps—Richard
Lewin, Jamey Ray, Scott Rubarth, Jenny Queen, Dan Chong, and Anne Stone; the
SGA President, Manny Rodriguez; and Leon Hayner and Micki Meyers from
Student Affairs—had their final meeting today with Jenny Cavenaugh to provide

her with our thoughts on the candidate interviews conducted over the last
couple of weeks. A decision should be forthcoming.
c. Curriculum Committee. Martina Vidovic reporting.
i. CC determined membership for the task force charged with examining the future
of Health and Wellness competency. The expectation is that the task force will
complete its work in the Fall 2021. The committee is: Missy Barnes, Nolan Kline,
Andrew Luchner, Jay Pieczynski, Martina Vidovic (co-chair), Ashley Kistler (cochair) and Connie Briscoe. A student representative from SGA is being chosen
now. The committee will meet bi-weekly and has begun its work.
ii. CC approved the Academic calendar for 2021-2022 in anticipation of everything
back to normal by next fall.
iii. CC separated the attendance policy for religious observances and the attendance
policy for college related business. CLA faculty voted on the former at the last
meeting. CC drafted the attendance policy for college related business and sent
it to the EC. Once EC has a chance to weigh on it, we will bring it to the entire
faculty for review and vote.
d. Faculty Affairs Committee. Don Davison reporting.
i. FAC has been finishing the Course Instructor Evaluations (CIE) for this year. The
following statement, “The College was responding to the Covid -19 global
pandemic during this semester” will be added to the top of the May, August, Fall,
2020 and Spring 2021 CIEs. Also, a text box will be added to the top each
course’s CIE that allows faculty to insert brief “Comments” regarding particular
characteristics of each course they believe are important to be considered when
being evaluated. For example, the faculty could report the course is virtual or
hybrid, there was a consistently large number of students moving from face-toface to virtual due to quarantine and College health protocols, or identify aspects
of the course that were very successful. The faculty member should elaborate
with more information in their assessment of teaching section in their evaluation
portfolio. Finally, the College-wide mean raw scores from the previous three
years will be provided to evaluation committees for comparison to patterns
during AY2020-2021 due to COVID.
Q: When are the CIE’s open this year?
A: November 30th to December 13th.
Q: Is there any way for this semester’s CIE’s to reflect or parse out the different
kinds of student experiences that they chose (i.e., virtual or F2F)? As mentioned
earlier, CIEs are truly a customer satisfaction survey, and this becomes a very
real and interesting question as we grapple with giving every student the option
of being virtual even when faculty are teaching F2F.
A: This is one of the many reasons we recommended going ahead with the CIEs
this year as it is a robust instrument that we are familiar with. I would have to
check with IT to see if it is even possible to break them out that way and some
classes only have 2 students who are virtual. This would present problems of
anonymity. All those teaching F2F also have a dynamic situation that defies
measurement. F2F students are moving between F2F and virtual for reasons of
quarantine and, probably, because they didn’t get up early enough to come to
class. FAC therefore decided it would be more prudent to offer the text box at

the top of the evaluation to allow faculty to provide appropriate context for each
unique class, provide the statement at the top to remind future evaluators that
this was a COVID class, and to provide the aggregate means for the college for
several years before and after COVID to demonstrate the “COVID effect.”
ii. FAC has returned to its overall review of the CIE for the future and approved an
“Introduction” to the CIEs that reminds students, faculty evaluation committees,
and administrators of the subtle ways bias can be introduced when completing
an evaluation. This still must move through the governance process and its next
stage is the EC. The Provost’s Office is finishing an analysis of whether there is
evidence of race and/or gender bias in the CIEs; that final analysis will be
completed in January.
iii. FAC began a discussion of the purpose of the FSAR and can it be simplified.
Q: Do we have information on actually reads the FSAR documents and how they
are used beyond the penalties for not completing one?
A: The Office of Institutional Research uses it for creating reports for
reaccreditation. The library uses it for creating their list of faculty scholarship at
the end of the year. The Dean reads the last question about what Rollins can do
to help you achieve your goals. Part of what we're trying to do is figure out who
is using what parts of it and make sure that whatever we're asking faculty to fill
out that it has a purpose in the meaning. In the past it was used in the evaluation
of merit pay, but we are not doing that right now.
A: FAC talked about this issue at length. Ten years ago, or so, as the college
experimented with merit, it became a very large document that counted all kinds
of things. After that, Dean Smither tried to shorten it make it more logical. The
institution has changed since the creation of the FSAR, but we haven’t
necessarily taken a purposeful look at what we want to use it for and why.
IV.

Old Business
a. Tenure Clock Extension for Fall 2020 TT Hires (see attached)
i. Don Davison made a motion to approve the circulated the Bylaw Amendment for
a Tenure Clock Extension for Fall 2020 TT Hires. Jenny Queen seconded. Don
gave background and Don and Jenny Cavenaugh fielded questions.
Q: If you take the extension of an extra year does your sabbatical schedule
change?
A: We haven’t discussed that. I will defer to the Dean.
A: In some sense it would have to because the sabbatical would need to come
after the successful promotion and tenure. What we haven’t discussed is what
happens to your “clock” or schedule. Would your second sabbatical still be at
year 14?
Q: Candidates who are up for tenure get a calendar. If they request this delay,
will they get a new calendar?
A: That is a great point. And Karla the keeper of the calendars can share the new
calendar not only with the candidate, but with department chairs as well.

Q: If you go up for promotion and tenure and you’ve delayed that clock, what is
the language in the bylaws about when your full calendar starts? Is it years after
T&P or years in service to Rollins?
A: Good question. In practice there is a minimum of 4 years in between, but I
don't know what the bylaws say I think it would be year in rank.
A: Our interpretation was that since you are pausing the tenure clock for a year,
that means you are also pausing when you would be promoted, so the new clock
for promotion to full doesn’t begin until you have been successfully promoted to
associate.
Q: I think we just identified a significant issue that we have in our bylaws.
Technically, when you are coming up for tenure promotion, you're in your 6th
year at Rollins, but you're being evaluated the first 5 years. In your 7th year, you
become an associate. So that 6 year is in a limbo space right now. We usually
count that year in promotion to full, but our bylaws don't actually say that,
because you're not an associate, but your counting stuff when you're still an
assistant. That’s not something that's pertinent for this, but something for later
on that needs to be addressed and checking the bylaws, because it doesn't
match. We found that in a couple of times in FEC.
Q: Could someone make a FAQ for faculty members making this decision and
what kind of ramifications it would have?
ii. Qualtrics poll for will be circulated by Troy Thomason as indicated by the
electronic meeting guidelines for a bylaw change.
b. Transfer Credit Policy - Virtual Global Learning will be postponed as the first agenda
item on the next CLA meeting.
Motion to adjourn by Jenny Queen. Ben Hudson seconded. Meeting adjourned at 1:49 pm.

Report of the Committee to Review Service Requirements
in the Tenure/Promotion Process

Background
In Fall of 2019, the Executive Committee (EC) asked for volunteers to form a Committee to look
at the balance between the three requirements for tenure (teaching, scholarship, and service) and
consider the role of service within Rollins College’s tenure and promotion process. This
Committee, comprised of seven faculty members, represents all six divisions of the College of
Liberal Arts. The members are Beni Balak (Social Sciences), Bill Boles (Humanities), Kim
Dennis (Expressive Arts), Marc Fetscherin (Business), Mattea Garcia (Social Sciences-Applied),
Jana Mathews (Humanities), and James Patrone (Natural Sciences and Mathematics). The
committee was chaired by Bill Boles.
Main tasks
In October of 2019, the above members met with Paul Reich, President of the Faculty, and were
charged with the following tasks:
1. To consider the role of service as it pertains to the tenure and review process, by:
a. Making sure that departments have clear definitions of service in their criteria
and are consistent with the college’s mission statement.
b. Investigating possible inequities across departments that required different
amounts and types of service for tenure and promotion.
c. Assessing service in relation to reduced opportunities for participation in
standing governance committees.
2. To consider the role advising plays in tenure and promotion.
3. To consider the proper balance of teaching, scholarship and service, including
advising for tenure and/or promotion (part of this charge was to consider the white
paper from Faculty Advisory Committee (FAC) on teaching evaluations. However,
this charge did not take place as the White Paper was, to our knowledge, still in the
process of making its way through governance.)
What follows are our analyses, findings, and recommendations.

1

1. Task: Role of Service
1.1. Definition of service and investigation of possible inequities (charge 1.a and1.b)
The Committee combined the first two points (a and b) in the first charge. We opted to compare
service across divisions to make sure that there was consistency within each academic area of
focus, recognizing that different disciplines may have different expectations of their faculty.
Each section below identifies the requirements by division as well any differences between
departments. It is also worth noting that some criteria have gone through a more recent vetting
process by FEC, while others have yet to be vetted.
Business1
The Business division consists of two departments. Given that the faculty who created the Social
Entrepreneurship were originally from the Business Department, the latest version of the tenure
and promotion criteria available from SE (as of the of end 2019) was identical with the Business
Department. The criteria state “we expect all tenured faculty and candidates for tenure and/or
promotion to be actively involved in service to the Department, to the College, to the
Community, or to their Profession.” Thus, three levels of service are considered.
Service to the Department: This includes advising, service to student organizations, service to
department, and service to academic mission.
Service to the College: This includes service to college committees/taskforces, service to
interdepartmental/ interdisciplinary programs, and participation in the cultural and intellectual
life of the College.
Service to the Community/Profession: This includes service to the academic discipline, service
to the practitioner community, reviewer of journal, books, conferences, editorial board
membership or reviewer, organizing a scholarly or professional conference, service as session
organizer, chair, participant, or discussant at scholarly or professional conferences or rofessional
service to the Central Florida community.
There is a difference of expecation between candidates for tenure and/or promotion to Associate
Professor and to Full Professor. For the first “a pattern of active participation in some
combination of Department, College, Community, and/or Professional service activities” is
needed, for the latter there are “higher expectations […] including evidence of service in
leadership roles”.

1

Departments of Business, Social Entrepreneurship

2

Expressive Arts2
While each program in the division embraces a broad range of service activities, differences
reflect the unique character and activities of the departments. For example, while Music
emphasizes outward-facing activities, such as engagement with civic groups and local schools
(important strategies for their recruitment efforts), Art & Art History and Theatre & Dance
emphasize service on campus-wide committees, support of departmental functions, and
availability to students.
Significantly, all include advising as an important service activity.
Music and Theatre & Dance indicate that candidates should seek service on elected committees,
while the Art & Art History criteria suggest that such service is required.
For promotion to Full Professor, Art stipulates “a pattern of active participation” in campus,
community, and national service, while Art History candidates are also “strongly encouraged” to
demonstrate leadership of governance or other college-wide committees. Theatre & Dance
require “a higher level of college and community service than that expected for promotion to
Associate Professor” and that candidates should be “vocal, visible, and productive citizens of the
Rollins community.”
Music does not specify a difference in service requirements for tenure and/or promotion to
Associate Professor and Full Professor.
Humanities3
All departments require participation in departmental and college committees for tenure, though
none specify what kind (i.e. standing committee membership is not explicitly required).
Similarly, all require that faculty members actively participate in the cultural and intellectual life
of their department as well as carry an equitable (CMC, Global Languages, and Philosophy &
Religion) or reasonable (English) advising load.
CMC and Philosophy & Religion use language “i.e. should demonstrate/will serve” that suggests
a required service to professional and/or community organizations outside the College.
English is the only department of the group that makes any gesture toward weighting service
responsibilities, stating that it privileges advising and participation in college governance and cocurricular programs above other activities.
For promotion, all departments expect candidates to demonstrate a consistent level of service in
the above areas.
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Departments of Art & Art History, Music, and Theatre & Dance
Departments of Critical Media and Cultural Studies; English; Global Languages & Cultures; Philosophy &
Religion
3

3

Three out of four departments (CMC, Global Languages, Philosophy & Religion) use language
(“should demonstrate”) that suggests that leadership on committees is required for promotion.
Natural Sciences and Mathematics4
All departments acknowledge the critical role of faculty service at the departmental level and
expect faculty to contribute to both the departmental responsibilities and intellectual life of the
department as well as serving as an advisor to students in both a formal and informal manner.
The Chemistry department recognizes serving as faculty advisor to its student group, while
Physics, Biology, and Math & Computer Science recognize the recruiting of future students to
the department.
At the college level, all departments require participation in departmental responsibilities or
activities and college-wide committees or ad hoc committees for tenure, though none specify that
standing committee membership is not explicitly required. The Biology department recognizes
that committee service is dependent on election and as such recognizes a pattern of one
volunteering to serve. The departments of Biology and Environmental Studies require a
leadership position on a committee for promotion to full professor.
All departments recognize individual profession and/or professional society and community
service or service to community organizations as a means to provide service outside of Rollins
College.
All departments leave ample opportunity for the candidate to fulfill the service requirement
through any of the avenues presented as well as through service that is not explicitly enumerated.
For promotion to full professor, all departments expect the candidate to continue their service
requirement. It is explicitly stated in several departmental criteria, while inferred in others.
Psychology and Environmental studies explicitly state service must be above and beyond the
stated requirement for promotion. This is implicitly stated in Biology’s requirement of leadership
on a committee.
Social Sciences5
Overall, a strong and coherent recognition of the importance of service exists among all
departments in the division. It is worth noting that the specific activities that are recognized as
relevant for service by specific departments tend to reflect the activities that departments have
engaged in historically. This makes sense, given that different disciplines have diverse academic
cultures, so long as the criteria are updated to reflect changes in the departments’ service-related
activities on a reasonable basis.
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Departments of Biology; Chemistry; Environmental Studies; Math & Computer Science; Physics; Psychology
Departments of Anthropology, Economics, History, Political Science, Sociology
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Advising is primary in departmental criteria in the division, but there is a debate on whether it
belongs in teaching instead of service, as well as an argument that they belong in both. While all
departments explicitly require individual academic advising using different but consistent
language, there is no specific metric or definition of what constitutes good academic advising.
All the departments see co-curricular activities and advising student and community groups as
important services to the department and the college and go into varying degrees of detail in
listing them. There is a similar pattern of difference between departments with regard to
language on participation in college-wide academic programs such as rFLA and other
interdisciplinary programs.
The different departments generally make a qualitative and quantitative distinction between the
service requirements for tenure and for promotion to full professor. Quantitatively, they all
contain some version of “continued contribution” but qualitatively, there are differences in the
emphasis on “leadership” positions. “Leadership” is usually established through holding an
official chair position in the department and on committees , but there are significant differences
among departmental criteria on this. Furthermore, “leadership” is not defined, and there seem to
be disagreements on what it means both generally and specifically. This impacts all the service
sub-criteria (service to the department, college, and profession) and is significantly different
between departments in the division.
Finally, the significant difference in the degree of details and specificity used in the criteria
involves a tradeoff between specificity and inclusiveness, and departments have chosen to leave
some definitions open to broader interpretation in order not to exclude potentially valuable
service, relying on the candidate to make the case for their inclusion.
Social Sciences—Applied6
This particular division has some unique complexities given the nature of some of the units
included. For example, only two of these departments have undergraduate advising. It is not
surprising, therefore, that we see some differences across P&T criteria.
Service to the Department: This service usually includes advising, serving on search committees,
support of departmental activities, and the like. The departments of Counseling, Education and
Health Professions articulate additional options for service to the department based on the nature
of the programs. For example, Counseling includes clinic coordination, admissions support, and
student reviews. Education includes the option of counting program development and state-level
review activities for service to the department. Health Professions include student recruitment,
practicum coordination, and “other” activities approved by the chair.
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Departments of Communication, Education, Counseling, Health Professions, and Olin Library
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Olin Library’s criteria do not explicitly organize around the three common areas of service
(department, college, profession/community). Though we surmise that development or
implementation of information technologies, collection development, organizing of information,
and leadership of library initiatives may be seen as service to both the department and the
college.
Service to the College: The departments vary in what they articulate regarding service to the
College. Education and Communication require membership on any college committee, whereas
Counseling specifies “governance” committee. Education specifies a “willingness” to participate.
The committee noted the difficulty in evaluating this particular attitudinal expectation. The
Communication Department also includes, within service to the college, Service Courses (e.g.
RCC), activities that promote diversity, and holding offices. Olin Library includes committee
work, and participation in the “cultural and intellectual life of the college.” They also include
advising as a service to the college.
Service to Profession/Community: As expected, these departments also include service to the
profession, though to varying degrees of specificity. Education indicates that this service
“should” include leadership roles in professional organizations. The other departments list a
variety of activities such as reviewing or editing journals.
Service to the Community is represented in all of these departments criteria. In the case of Health
Professions, candidates are asked to choose two from a list. In Education, community service is
articulated as an expectation. In Communication, participation in service or community
organizations falls under service to the College.
For Promotion to Professor: All departments require participation in departmental and college
service, with the added stipulation that a pattern of participation is evident in order to be
promoted to Professor. We see some divergence in Education, which expects a leadership role in
governance. Health Professions articulates a preference for leadership and requires membership
on two committees, though this includes all-campus committees and other subcommittees and
task forces. Health Professions also stipulates that the candidate must provide “evidence of
regular and ongoing leadership roles.” Graduate Counseling expects candidates to serve on at
least one governance committee.

Recommendation: Our findings indicate that most professional work/connections are assessed
by departments at the service level. Our FSARs put a great deal of professional work in the
scholarship category. The committee recommends that the college provide greater clarity as to
which professional service elements fulfill service criteria and which fulfill scholarship criteria.
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1.2. The role of Committee Membership in Service (charge c)
We addressed this charge from numerous directions.
In the past, when hirings were not as plentiful, candidates for tenure and promotion were
expected to serve on a governance committee. Because of the availability of positions on
governance committees and the low number of candidates over any five-year period of pretenure service, this requirement was easily met.
However, over the past decade, hiring has increased at Rollins while the relative number of
positions on governance committees has decreased. This has resulted in undue stress on tenure
track faculty who believe they have to serve on a governance committee to achieve tenure.
Conversations during a CLA faculty meeting (February 20, 2020) revealed a “sense” or
normative expectation (as opposed to a formal requirement) that tenure track faculty serve on
standing governance committees. As noted during that discussion, this has also led to a
disproportionate number of tenure track faculty serving on governance because tenured faculty
want to be sure candidates fulfill those expectations.
In a meeting with the Faculty Evaluation Committee (FEC) on January 16, 2020, we learned that
there has been a push over the past few years to change criteria expectations when it comes to
service as it relates to governance committees. The FEC encourages departments to erase the
expectation of governance service from their criteria, replacing it with serving on a college-wide
committee, which opens up the possibility for various other service opportunities for tenure-track
faculty. Despite this push, there still is a lingering whisper in the ears of tenure-track faculty that
they have to serve on a governance committee.

Recommendation: Departments should revise tenure and promotion to Associate Professor
criteria to encourage participation across a multitude of College wide committees and should
remove specific wordings or requirements for “governance” committees.

When it comes to candidates for Full Professor, there is, in talking with the FEC, an expectation
that the candidate demonstrates some form of leadership when it comes to service. While some
members of our committee argued that leadership is not necessarily a skill set that everyone
possesses, the FEC countered that in becoming a Full Professor there is an expectation that with
that title the holder demonstrate leadership qualities as that person will now be a senior member
of the faculty. Again, such a demonstration does not have to be on a governance committee but
can be demonstrated through departmental or collegiate opportunities.
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Recommendation: Departments should revise tenure criteria to integrate some wording about
leadership in their criteria as it relates to faculty going up for Full Professor. It could be to
mention faculty should chair or lead a College wide committee or task force.

2. Task: Role of Advising
In February, the committee sent out a Qualtrics survey to assess faculty’s perception of the role
of advising as well as in which category advising should be evaluated. A total of 129 faculty
responded to the survey. The results show that advising is perceived as a multi-dimensional
construct and includes many different activities. At least 2/3 of the faculty engage in the
following actives:
!
!
!
!
!
!
!

Responding to student performance issues
Recommendation letters
Career planning and internship
Course planning and scheduling
Emotional support
Post-graduation mentoring
Study abroad

Over 75% of respondents see advising in the “service” category.
“Advising” is a nebulous term within academia that depending on its usage, has the potential to
minimize or misrepresent the scope and scale of work that faculty perform.
In its most narrow sense, advising refers to the process of helping students map out curricular
goals, select courses for the upcoming semester, and monitor their progress toward graduation.
While these types of discussions represent a critical form of faculty-student engagement, it
would be a mistake to assume that required sit-downs are the only time that faculty interact with
their formal and informal advisees outside of the classroom setting. The culture at Rollins prides
itself on the accessibility of its faculty and many faculty report spending significant time each
week meeting with students.
In a broader sense, what most faculty do at Rollins is not just advising, but also mentoring and
coaching. Faculty write reference letters, conduct mock interviews, coach students, review their
CV’s, advise about possible employers, give guidance on issues relating to roommates,
interpersonal conflicts, family struggles, relationship break-ups, sexual assaults, domestic
violence, financial challenges, talk about their mental health and more. It is a much more holistic
view on the student’s personal and professional life than just focusing on the academic portion of
the student’s life.
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While this is important work that faculty feel privileged to do, there is no place within the current
promotion and tenure criteria that acknowledges both the value of these conversations and the
faculty time dedicated to that.
Recommendation: All department criteria should place advising in the service category of the

criteria. In addition, department criteria should recognize the multi-faceted nature advising can
take and incorporate into the review process. Finally, FSARs need to move advising from the
teaching section of the form to the service section of the form and relabel “Comments on
advising load” to “Comments on advising and mentoring activities.”

Task 3: Balance of teaching, scholarship, and service
The same Qualtrics survey asked faculty about their perceived balance between teaching,
research, and service and what their ideal balance would be. The results show that there is not a
significant difference between the two.
Teaching
Research
Service

Perceived Balance
53.06
30.34
16.29

Ideal Balance
51.74
28.80
19.6

0.31

-0.14

Difference due to mean scores

The survey by the faculty suggest that an ideal and rough breakdown should be:
!

Teaching

50%

!

Scholarship

30%

!

Service

20%

The results were telling about a perception on the campus that is not encapsulated in the by-laws
or any departmental criteria with the exception of the Business and Social Entrepreneurship
Departments.
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APPENDIX 1
The Executive Committee asked the committee to gather information from our benchmark
schools. Since member institutions of the Associated Colleges of the South have been working
on the same issue of re-examining tenure and promotion process, we used it as comparison for
external schools. Here is the information provided to use as it applies to advising, weight, and
leadership.

Institution

Advising/Mentoring

Weight of
Service

Leadership?

Falls into Service8

Important but
not as important
as teaching and
scholarship at
tenure; equal
weight at
promotion

Demonstrable
impact (not
leadership)

Sewanee

Variable in where it is
counted

Service weighted
less, but no
official
statement.

Discourage pretenured faculty
from leadership
on committees.

Southwestern

Counted under service

Equal weight.
Must meet
expectations in
all three

Excellence in
service –
different paths to
get there.

Advising “first”
responsibility under
service.

All weighted
equally

No expectation
for leadership at
tenure.
Significant
leadership
expected at
promotion.

Spelman
Millsaps

BSC

Trinity
University of
Richmond
Davidson
Washington and
Lee
Rhodes
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Morehouse
Rollins

Variation across
departments in where it
counts.

Service highly
valued.

Some
departments
explicit about
committee
membership.

Centre

Falls under service.
Still discussion on
mentored research.

Teaching given
most weight;
satisfactory
achievement
needed in all.

No formal
requirements.
Active and
contributing.
But for merit
pay, leadership
is needed.

Falls under teaching
(although leadership in
advising efforts can be
considered service)

No official
percentages;
teaching is
paramount and
other strengths
cannot
substitute.

No leadership
requirement.
Look at overall
impact and
consistency of
service work.

Centenary
Hendrix

Furman
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APPENDIX 2: Survey Results
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Tenure and Promotion Review Working Group
Beni Balak (Social Sciences), Bill Boles (Humanities), Kim Dennis (Expressive Arts),
Marc Fetscherin (Business), Mattea Garcia (Social Sciences-Applied), Jana Mathews
(Humanities) and James Patrone (Natural Sciences and Mathematics)

Background
!

Mandated by EC and the faculty

!

Three main tasks

!

!

Address role of service in T/P process (review dept. criteria, look for inequities,
reduced governance opportunities)

!

Address role of advising

!

Balance of teaching, research and service

Analyses are based on external data (benchmarking group) as well as internal data such
as CLA bylaws, department criteria of T/P, faculty survey (n=129) as well as a discussion
with Gabriel Barreneche (Associate Dean for Advising), a meeting with the members of
the 2019-2020 Faculty Evaluation Committee, and multiple meetings of the working
group consisting of 7 faculty members from all divisions

1. Role of Service in T/P process
!

Service is assessed on four areas:
!

Service to the Department (e.g., Advising, Recruiting, Department Committees,
Chair or Program Director)

!

Service to the College (e.g., Governance, College Committee, Task Forces)

!

Service to the Profession (e.g., Reviewing, Officer in Society, Editing Journal)

!

Other Services (e.g., Community Service, Community Engagement, Consulting)

!

Service is very broadly defined with different emphasis based on discipline

!

We did not identify inequities between departments/divisions

Recommendation Task #1
! Our findings indicate that most professional work/connections are assessed by departments
at the service level. Our FSARs put a great deal of professional work in the scholarship
category. The committee recommends that the college provide greater clarity as to which
professional service elements fulfill service criteria and which fulfill scholarship criteria.
! Departments should revise tenure and promotion to Associate Professor criteria to
encourage participation across a multitude of College wide committees and should remove
specific wordings or requirements for “governance” committees.
! Departments should revise tenure criteria to integrate some wording about leadership in
their criteria as it relates to faculty going up for Full Professor. It could be to mention faculty
should chair or lead a College wide committee or task force.
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2. Role of Advising in T/P (1/3)
!

!

The CLA Bylaws state
!

Teaching Section on page 14 states “but can include student advising” (page 14)

!

Service Section on page 14 state “The commitment to advising (students,
organizations, programs) can also be seriously considered in evaluating a candidate’s
College service. Student advising includes not only accepting a reasonable number of
advisees, consistent with the candidate’s other responsibilities, and making oneself
available to students outside of the class on a regular basis, but also interacting with
students outside of class regarding issues and interests in the courses a candidate
teaches and discussing with advisees their overall academic program, course
selection, and career concerns.”

College T/P criteria put advising mostly under service to the department

Departments place advising under service
Music
Health Professions
CMC
Physics
Environmental Studies
Math and CS
Chemistry
Psychology
Modern Languages
Communications
Biology
Business
Social Entrepreneurship
Education
Philosophy/Religion
Theater and Dance

Counseling
English
Art History and Studio Art
Political Science
Anthropology
Sociology
History
Economics
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2. Role of Advising in T/P (2/3)
!

Qualtrics survey with 129 faculty in February 2020

!

Advising is perceived as a multi-dimensional construct and includes many different
activities. At least 2/3 of the faculty engage in the following actives:

2. Role of Advising in T/P (3/3)
!

Narrow sense, advising refers to curriculum related aspects. But reality is much broader
as the previous list shows.

!

That is why over 77% of respondents see advising in ‘service’ category
Where should advising be evaluated?
TEACHING 23%

77% SERVICE

Recommendation Task #2
! All department criteria should place advising in the service category of the criteria. In
addition, department criteria should recognize the multi-faceted nature advising can take
and incorporate into the review process. Finally, FSARs need to move advising from the
teaching section of the form to the service section of the form and relabel “Comments on
advising load” to “Comments on advising and mentoring activities.”
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3. Balance of Teaching, Scholarship and Service
!

Qualtrics survey with 129 faculty in February 2020 asked faculty their current perceived
balance and what the balance should be between teaching, scholarship and service

!

Results of faculty survey suggests 50% teaching, 30% research 20% service

Recommendation Task #3
! We made no recommendations, as we felt changing to a percentage-based assessment
of teaching, scholarship, and service is a much larger conversation with multiple
constituents across the campus. It is up to a larger body to make such a move.
! We will note that: “The results were telling about a perception on the campus that is not
encapsulated in the by-laws or any departmental criteria with the exception of the
Business and Social Entrepreneurship Departments.”
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ARTICLE VIII
FACULTY APPOINTMENTS AND EVALUATIONS
A. FACULTY APPOINTMENTS
Faculty members shall be appointed to and reviewed by a single academic department, but
teaching and service responsibilities may be distributed among different programs. In such
cases, more than one Dean may be involved in the evaluation of a candidate, and so
all statements in Article VIII pertaining to a Dean or Dean of the Faculty should be
interpreted as applying to “Deans” when this is the case. Likewise, in programs headed
by a Director rather than a Dean, all statements in Article VIII pertaining to a Dean should
be interpreted as applying to a "Director." All reports and recommendations and any responses
by candidates will be in writing. Recommendations regarding candidacy for tenure or
promotion must clearly support or not support the candidate. Notices of reappointments and
non- reappointments are the responsibility of the President and will be in writing. These
letters are sent out by the Provost on behalf of the President.
Section 1. New Appointments
No tenure-track appointment may last beyond seven years without the faculty member being
granted tenure, with the exception of faculty members on parental leave for childbirth
or adoption who accept an extension in accordance with Rollins College Policy. Faculty
beginning the tenure track between Fall 2015 through Fall 2020, may, by no later than June
30 of the year prior to their tenure review year, declare in writing to the Dean of the Faculty
that they wish a one-year extension of their tenure clock. The extension will convert the faculty
member’s fifth year on the tenure track to one non-counting year. The timeline for pre-tenure
evaluation and course release in years one through four is unchanged. This provision
automatically expires once these faculty have been accommodated, as described in this bylaw.
No visiting faculty appointment may last beyond six consecutive years. Initial appointments
of tenure- track faculty shall normally be for a two- year period. All faculty appointments
shall be made by the President with the advice of the Provost, who may act as the President’s
agent, and the Dean of the Faculty.
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